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THE PROCESS OF LOCRIENTATION
TOWARD A DEFINITION OF THE SITCATION
Robert T. Craig
Bonnic MeD. Johnson

Marcia Shaw

The Pennsylvania State University

Introduction

The theoretical bzasis for the research reported in this paper is the preopo-
sition that coorientation toward z definition -of the situation is fundamental to
the human communication process. (ur discussion of that proposition progresses
from the general to the specific. First we. discuss the proposition in the broadest
theoretical context; then we derive hypotheses in view of a set of models; then
we describe the specific procedures of a study designed to test those hypothesas.

Theoretical Background

The concept of definition of the situation is most broadly grounded in a
cognitive view of human behavivr, especially in that branch of the.cognitive view
. know - as constructivism. The cognitive view holds that human behavior is only
indirectly a function of the environment; the effect of the environment is
mediated by the image or cognitive map of the environment held by the organism.
Constructivism stresses, in-addition, that the formation of the image is an active
process of "construing'" or making sense of the envirorment. Psychological and
sociological traditions converge on the conclusion that all of thijs is-in the
service of our need to render our world predictable. George A. Kelly (1963),
from whom we get the term constructivism, says that we chanpel our activities by
anticipating events, and we anticipate events by construing their replications.
So we act upon the world not quite as it is but as we imagine it to be based on
past experience. In all our activities we are like scientists, testing our
hypotheses about the world. George H. Mead (1938) speaks of the object (meaning,
more plainly, someone's ccricept of an object) as a ''collapsed act" {(pp. 368-370).
Our image of the world is formed in terms of our experience of acting; we see
things from the standpoint of their responses to our actions.

The term “"definition of the situation" was introduced by W. I. Thomas (1967)
to refer to "a stage of uxamination and deliberatiuu’ that occurs "préliminary to
any self-determined.act of behavior" (p. 315). So conceived the term 5 coexis-
tence with cognitive construction, but in actual use in the-social sciences thz
term has come to refer specifically to our construction of social situations as
such. 'Je interact with others on the basis of an assumption as to the "kind" of
situation we are in. This definition of the situation implics roles for the inter-
actants and_lends the situation an air of familiarity and a mormativs texture.
Given a deflnltlon of the 81Luat10n the interactents' behavior is meaningful,
predictable, normal. - .

A new element emerges when we consider the pnennmenon of cognicive construction
in a specifically social context. Vhere we are necessarily concerned not just with
the construction or cognitive map of a single person, but alse with the rclatunx,nl
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among several cognitive maps. My behavior depends upon my definition of the
situation ~nd your benavior on yours, but the process of our interaction will
proceed in rather different ways as a function, first of 2li, of the similarity

of those two definitions. Previous research has recognized the centrality of
definition of the situation im human communicatiom, but has not very systematically
taken account of this additional, relatiomnal aspect.

A school of social psychology growing from the seminal work of Erving Goffman
{1959, 1961, 1967 and others) has cunsidered the goal of maintaining a sense of
definition as a central concern of people in interaction. Goffman and his follewers
have examined the nature of the "workimg consensus"” that interactants maintain and
the consequences, such as embarrassment and alienation, of a disruption of that
consensus. The working consensus is

...the structure of social encounters--the structure of those entities
in social life that come into being whenever pecrsons enter one another’s
immediate physical presence. The key factor in this structure is the
maintenance of a single definition of the situation, this definition
having to be expressed, and this expression sustained in the face of a
multitude of potential disruptions (Goffman, 1959: 254).

Goffman sees people as basically cooperating with one another to sustain
the smooth and meaningful enactment of encounters. His study of that process
has produced a variety of suggestiwve concepts: self-presentation, teamwork,
alienstion from iateraction and role distance, to name a few. The inhabitants
of Goffman's world, however, are rather insecure types, perhaps excessively
worried that a false note ‘might be struck in their encounters. Further, Goffman
has given no attention to a systematic description of the communication processes
by which definitions are constructed. The whole subject must be given a more
operational treatment so that resulta can be more easilv replicated by othcr
investigators.

A recent laboratcry experiment bv Fink and Edison (1976) is in the fheoretlcdl
tradition of Coffman and may be regarded as an attempt to systematically describe
the communication processeslof defining the situation., Specifically, Fink and
Edison looked at the effects of amount of situational definition on several
comnunication variables. Amount of definition was defined as the amount of infor-
mation that an individual has about three components of the sccial situation: self
identity, other identity and normative structure. High and low definition situ-
ations were experimentally created by varying the amount of- information the person
was given concerning the three components. Subjects interacted with a confederate
of the experimenter whose responses were held constant. The conversations were
videotaped and the tapes were content analyzed.. Predicted differences were
observed between the experimental conditions in amounts of self-awareness, providing
normative definition, ‘seeking normative definition, secking other identity and

providing self-identity, with all except the ldbL higher in the low def1n1t10n
. condition. :

» This study; in short, was a successful attempt to rclate the gross ''degree
of definition" of a situation to the amount of ‘communication which creates
definition. The study, however, took place in a highly contrelled "social ,
situation.”" The study cannot fairvly be said to have obscrved interaction; rather
it observed the behavior of individuals in environments varying in degree of
structure. : :
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Peter McHugh (1968) has taken another approach toward the systematic
descripticr of the communicatien processes of defining the situation. McHugh
sets himself the task of .

.describing how a definition comes to be so given the existence
of perspectives already determined by society, culture and reference
group. It is a study of the devices by which meaaing is-assigned or
not, rules are invoked or not, actors are made aware-or not from which
flows the substance and content of any particular interaction (p. 20).

The conceptual system that McHugh has for describing the process of definition
is also a category scheme for communication content that functions to define
situations. The main categories are emergence, statements that relate events
across time to a central thread or theme, and relativitv, statements that relate
events across gpace, across the possibly differing standpoints of social actors.
Several sub~categories are defined under the two zeneral headings. The con-
ceptualization is richer than that of Fink and Edison, but it performs the same
general function of capturing, in the form of communication content, the cognitive
process of defining the situation..

McHugh reports a very clever study in which his categories were used to
analyze the talk of subjects who interacted with what was ostensibly a therapist
but was actually a machine which replied with random yeses and noes to the
subjects' questions. The study found, among other things, that emergecnce pre-
dominates during order (well defined 1nter4ct10n\ and relativity predominates when
order is disrupted.

McHugh's study is enormously interesting, but like that of Fink and Edison
it cannot be said to describe genuine interaction. We have, once again, the
process by which an individual defines his situation, not the process by which
people in an encounter collectively define their situation.

Thus previous studies that we have veviewed have recognized the centrality
of definition of the situation in human communication, but have studied that
process either by relatively non-operational methods or by the systematic stud
of messages produced by individuale in highly artificial "social situations."
Research is called for which would treat deflﬂltlun of the situatiocn as a
genuinely relatlonal phenomenon. ’

We belleve that study orf the process of coorientation toward definition W]ll
substantially advance understanding of this area. The te erm coorientation was
introduced by Newcomb (1953) to refer to the simultancous orientaticn of persons
toward each other and toward some external object or issue. - Newcomb decaltv mainly
with motivational aspects of the interdependence of s person's orientations
toward other people and attitude objects. Morc recent contributions (Laing,
Phillipson and Lee, 196%; Scheff, 1%67; McLeon and Chaffece, 1973), vhile not
progressing much beyond Newcomb thooretlcally (in a strict sens C), have consider-
ably elaborated and tnrlchcd the conceptual nmodel. i '

The éoorientation model, it sntms to us, touches on something vcry fundl—
mental in human communication. The "spiral of reciprocal perspectives

describad by Laing et al. is o particularly sugsestive concept.  We may descrihe
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I assume that we agree will determine my behavior toward you; whether we actually
agree will shape the further consequences of that behavior in our interaction.
Communication is motivated, in part, by perceived coorientation states. The con-
sequences of communication, depend, in part, on actual coorientation states. The
process of communication may be described, for some purpose, as a sequence Of
coorientation states.

The communication process of defining the situation may be viewed, then, as
a process of coorientation toward a definition by the members of a communication
system. Since all social interaction depends on the definition of the situation,
that process is fundamental to the human communication process in general. It was
to advance understanding of that fundamental process that the research project
reported in this paper was undertaken. ’

Design

From literature described above we have drawn two terms which are important
in explaining the construction of meaning in social situations: definition of
situation and coorientation state. We have related these. terms hierarchically.
That is, coorientation state refers to the tri-level relationship between defi-
nitions of situations of actors: '

1. If two actors have similar definitions of situation, they -have
a coorientation state of "agreement"; if not their ctate is
"disagreement."

2. If each actor knows the state of agreement or disagreement, they

have a state of "understanding.'" If the actors believe that they
agree (or disagree), but do not, then they have a state of "mis-
understanding."

3. If the actors realize that they understand (or do not understand)
the state of agreement-disagreement, then they have "realization."
If not, then they have "failure to realize" (Laing, Phillipson and
Lee, 1966). '

It is widely believed that actors communicate in order toachieve agreement on
the definition of a situation. Combining the concepts of cocrientation and defi-
nition of a situation allows us to predict the order in which the process of
accomplishing agreement should take place. Given the coorientation state marked
by the lowest degree of consensus (failure to realize) the order of events

should be:

(1) movement from failure to realize to realization (actors realize
their misunderstanding or understanding); '

(2) if misunderstanding, movement to understanding (actors understand
that they disagree or agree); : ‘ .

(3) if disagreement, movement toward agrcement (actors attempt to
negotiste a shared definition).

Each ‘of these three movements should be "disruptive" to the degrec that

6
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actors lack consensual expectations to provide stability in the interaction.
The actors are "fishing” in one another's minds in the hope of finding a
mutuality with which to sustain the conversation. ‘A conversation so disruptive
should be different than a conversation in which aztors: (1) agree on the
definition of the situation, (2) know that they agree (understand), and (3)
realize that they understand their agreement.:

Experimental Situation

Our task in this study was to create a situation in order to examine how the
coorientation state (relationship between actors' definitions of situation) would
influence communicative behavior. In particular, we wanted to test for differences

between the communicative behavior of dyads with low consensus on situational defi-

nition, and dyads in which each person presumably had low definition of the
situation. , .

We crezted three experimental conditions. 1In condition I both members of
a dyad were given detailed instructions about how to conduct a brief conversacion.
We sought to provide them with high definition for their interaction. In
particular, we toldé them the purpose for the talk and gave instructions about the
means for accomplishing their purpose. Because the situation was highly defined
for subjects' we expected no disruption in these conversations.

In condition II again cach member was given detailed instructions to create
high definition. But they were given different instructions about the purposc
and means for accomplishing purpose. Cur assumption was that in their realizing
the misunderstanding and ultimately understanding the disagreement, their «on-
versations would be "disrupted." '

Condition III was a control condition or low definitijon situationm. Repllcatlnv
the Firk and Edison procedures,subjects were given neither specific purpose nor
indication of any means. We assumed that there would be initial disruption in
the conversation. We predicted, nowever, that even with a low level of exteraal
definition, dyads would soon negotiate their own and thus overcome the disruption.

Category System

McHugh's conceptualization of the talk with which people construct a
definition of a situation provided the basis for our category system. We modified
his basic systen to fit our design. There are three major conceptual components
of his system: cnergence, relativity, and anomié. We originally thought that we
might be able to create an "anomic" situation in which subjects would feel thare
was no intelligible purpose or means of accomplishing purpose. However, our
cxperimental situation did not create a eircumstance in which this extreme lack
of situational definition was prescit. Therefore, we attempted to measure only
relativity and emergence and we used some measures of nonverbal behavors as possible
indicators of "disruption" in situational definition. :

Emergence is the term McHugh uses to describe the attempt to integrate or
connevt Ltie temporal divensions of a4 oactivitvy.,  Past, present, and furure et
dlthuurh temporally discrete, are inte énrated in a verbal Lhumh. People create a
pa*Lcrn of events Ln their descriptions of them. Emergence is talk which describes

-
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the influence of the past and expectations of the future on definitions the actor
imposes on the present situation. Actors presume that what they have cbserved in
the past will inform them about the future. That is, patterns of experience in
the past may help them make order of the present. Conversely, actors also assume
that they will be able to impose order on what occurs in the future. They assume
that there is a pattern of meesning. Past and future are not distinct in their
influence on present creations of meaning.

McHugh looked for the following kinds of expressions when subjects were
talking about how they were interpreting their situation:

THEME: Subjects assume that there is a pattern of meaning to be discovered
in the events they observe.

ELABORATION: The theme is 'cempounded-and elaborated," by relating each
event to others.

FIT: When events mighc be seen as contradictory, subjects see them a3 :
alternatives rather than seeing them as contradictory. )

AUTHORSHIP: Subjects connect events to previous events and potential
future events.

RELEVANCE: Subjects find the referents for events they observe in thc
meaningful theme developed up to that point; events are seen as relevant
to what is believed to be happening.

We modified these to create the following six questions about the conversation:

CONFIDENCE: To what extent did the person you are watching seem to under-
stand what was happening and appear to take the situation as routine?

AGREEMENT: To what extent did the person verbally or nonverbally express
agreement with the other person's ideas?

ELABORATION: What proportion of the person's talk elaborated a point by

~ giving details, support, rationales, etc.?

PERSONAL EXAMFLES:  What proportion of tne person's talk is spent in detailing
personal examples? : .

SIMMARY OR REFERENCE TO THE PAST: To what extent did the person you watched
summarize or make references to what had already been said in the
conversation? _ ,

SUGGESTIONS OR REFERENCE TO FUTURE: How much did the person make sugeestions
(vtifer procedural instructions) about how the conversation should be
conducted or forecast what will happen in the conversation?

We operationalized McHugh's concept of '"theme with the question about
'confidence." References to the past and future measured "authorship."  "Agree~
ment" was our measure of ''fit." We added the category of 'personal examples”
both as an indicator of "fit" (in using perscnal examples a person is trying to
talk about the fit of what ig goinsg on in the conversation with other egents of
his life) and as an extension of the category of "alaboration.'" We did not
attempt to measure McHugh's: category of “"relevance" except with the "confidence"
category.

Relativity is the process of linking multiple realities. It is the sensce

" that you are "there" and 1 am "here”, leading to attempts tao cross these realitics,

possibly with statements such as "Uhat do you thinie?" and "y opinion is didierond

than yours in that . ... ." According to setingh relativity is talkoconcerncd with
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crossing the space between people. It is attention to the situation and the
norms and roles appropriate to the situation. t is a sense of the "relative-
ness' of people and things to one another. It is coorientation at its most
explicit level in that it is directly concerned w1Lh reciprocal perceptions of
"how do you see this thing and how do I see it."

McHugh uses the following as indicators of relativity:

TYPICALITY: Subjects treat behavior as an instance of a class of behavior
or as typical behavior. :

LIKELTHOOD: Subjects assess the probability of behaviors they observe.

CAUSAL TEXTURE: Subjects point to phenomena as the causal agents of other
phenomena.

TECHNICAL EFFICIENCY: Subjects assess the instrumental efficacy of a
behavior in terms of a stated goal.

MORAL REQUTREDXNESS: Subjects assess the necessity or rightness of behavior
they observe. :

SUBSTANTIVE CONGRUENCY: Subjects assess the other's behavior in terms of
its accuracy, independent of moral judgment. '

We did not find many of McHugh's categories to be diréctly applicable to the
interactive setting we wished to describe. We used three different approaches to
measuring relativity. The first approach was to assume that subjects would
project their concerns about their relationship to one another and to the situation
onto their degcriptions of other people. We refer to the people talked about in
a conversation as "characters." llence we devised two questions:

PREDICTABILITY:. To what extent did the person you are watching appear to
regard the characters as predictable or normal?

RIGHTNESS: To what extent did the person you are watching make statements
about what the characters ought to do or ought to have done?

These were indirect measures of statements referring to typicality, likelihood,
and moral requiredness.

A second approach to measuring relativity was to examine ways in which

-subjects sought information-about and matched their different positions. These

questions are related to "assessing the accuracy of the partner's statement."

QUESTIONS: -Did the person ask his partner questions? -
CONTRASTS OPINTIONS: Did the person dlsagree or tontrast his opinion

with the opinion of the paktneri

The third appreoach to measuring relativity was to code subjects' attention
‘to the scene. Recall McHugh's statement that when behavior is not consistent with
assumptions, then."assumptions must be assessed against the scene." We took the
concept of scenc quite lltoxA]l) anl devised the fol1ow1n questions to assess -
subject's concern with the scene:

"

REFERENCE TO PROPS: To what e\tent dld the person indicate recognition
of and/or awareness of the "props" of .the experiment--camera,- micro-
phoae, or mirror? , ’ '

SITUATLION AND INSTRUCTIONS: To witat extend did the person wake refercnce
to being in an experiment, to the experimenters, to what the experi-

#nenters expected them to do, or to the experimental instructions--~

g
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what the people were told to do?

We did ot attempt to code measurements of "anomie" discussed by McHugh
(for example, statements that people cannotdo anything in the situation) ‘But
we did look for indicators of ''disruption" of the presumed sinilarity of aSSUmp—
tions by coding several non-verbal behaviors:

Silence

Loudness .
Trunk Position (leaning forward, straight, leaning back)
Major body movement

Fidgeting

Eye contact

Touching head

_Hygotheses

Accerding to McHugh: Emergence predominates during.orderly interaction.
On the other hand, relativity predominates when order is challenged.

This change probably results from the difference between behavior that
is in accordance with -assumptions and behavior that is not, in which
case those assumptions must be assessed against the scene. An orderly
interaction always contains preexisting assumptions which the
participants document through the emergent course of ‘the interaction.

As discrepancies arise, however, these assumptions are thrown in doubt
and rise to the surface. Actors résolve the doubt by assessing them
against the immediate environment (p. 124).

The notion of challenge to take-for-granted assumptions is critical.
In:condition I there are clear &ssumptions which Should‘go unchallenged. In
condition II there also are clear assumptions, but the fact that those as-
éumptions’disagree should lead to the questioning'of the assumptions at some
point in time. In condition 1II there are no clear aSSumptlons. The situa-

"experimental conversation" is quite undefined; a set of assunptions

tion of
must be created from the independent perspectives of the interactants.
Specifically we predict the following trends over time in the aggregate

levels of the three general variables:

1.. In Condition I (High Definition--Agrecement): Emergence®will be high

and relativity low throughouL the lntexactlnn.
2. In Condition Ekﬂgtbﬁllkf)“iﬁlﬁﬂfipﬁSPSEEFESHE)' Fmergence will be
' Sinitiaily hizh, will decline at that point vhen the purpose ot the

interaction is called into question, then will rise as a definition
becomes. agreed upon ‘relativity will be initially low, increase and
then decre“uc. .

10
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In Condition IIT (Low Definition): Emergence will be initially low
and will linearly rise to a moderate level; relativity will be
-initially high and will linearly decline to a moderate level.

i)
-/

Where categories of talk constitute the criterion variable, there is

the possibility that the subject of the conversation rather than the co-

orientation state is the principal predictor. To examine this possibility

we created tws content hin experimental condition I.

In condition I (A) subjects were given instructions to conduct a task-

centered conversation. They were urged to use talk which may resemble

"emergence'" categories.  In condition I (B) subjects were given instructions

to conduct a relationship-oriented discussion. The instructions urged talk

which may resemble '"relativity" categories. In condition II, one subject
y y g ' J

was given the task orientation, the other was given the relationship orien-

tation, thus generating disagreement on definition.
This design feature allows us to test the foliowing hypothesis:

4. Coorientaticn state will be a better predictor of communication
content than will the overt subject of the conversation.

-~

o
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Procedures ¢
.

¢ Experiment

The subjects were all undergraduate students enrolled in the basic spcuch
course at The Pennsylvania State University. Ninety subjects {34 females,
56 males) recruited from a pool of volunteers, were randomly assigned to
one of four experimental conditons and to same-sex pairs for conversation.
During the first part of thesession, students signed informed consent forms and

..completed pretest questionnaires which included standard demographics, attitude

items relating to grading policy (the discussion topic) and an attitude scale

of "rhetorical sensitivity' (Hart, Eadie, and Carlson, 1975). The experimenter
answered any questions (by repeating information from the written instructions),
then took the subject to a room where he or she was met by another subject of

‘the same sex. Both subjects had been told that they were to have a "preliminary
discussion", see a film and then have a videotaped discussion. A television

camera was promineutly placed in the room, and was obviously covered, unplugzued

and turned aw -y from the conversants. Actually, however, the first five minutes

of the "preliminary discussion" were unobtrusively videotaped with a second

camera located behind a one-way mirror. At the end of five minutes the'SUbjects
were interrupted, separated and given a post-discussion questionnaire dealing with
perceptions of and attitudes toward the partner and the discussion topic. Subjects
were then questioned to assess awareness of the procedures and hypotheses, informed
of the deception and its purpose, and given the option of having the videotape
destroyea. None so chose. -

To begin sorting out the significant variables making up a highly defined
gsituation we decided to focus on only one of the components of definition
distinguished by Fink and Edison. Thus the induction was designed to man%pu]nte
the conversants' perceptions of the purpose and agenda for discussion. The threce
initial coorientation states experimentally induced (elaborating the technique
developed by Fink and Edison)are:

1. High definition with Agrecement (N = 34)--created by familiarizing cach
subject with a case study involving a professor’'s difficulty in assigning
grades to several hypothetical students. The case gave information about
grades earned as well as other more subjective data. Both subjects were

&
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. . f .
clearlyv told that the purpose of the conversation was either a) task

oriented (N = 18) or b) soci- ip oriented (N = 16). 1In the
task condition the proble to determine ‘the fair and

* equitable‘grade for -each social condition, the prol'.i.
presented was to underst. conversation partner viewed th:

situation and the values belina nis views. »

y 2. High defini;ion with Disagreement (N = 28)--formed by creating a high
definition for' each subject using the case study. In this condition,
however, one subject was given task instructions for the discussion,.
the other soctal instructions. Each conversant should have felt confi-
dent that he/she knew what the agenda would be; but the subJecLs in fact

should hayve had vegy* dlfferent perceptlons
D : . ~,

3. ’Low definition condition (N = 24)——created by 1nform1ng each SUbJect only
" that she/he would part1c1pate in a d1scuss1on with another student.

The issue chosen as a discussion topic'(grading) was presumed to be saliédt
te students and one with which each subject had some previous experience. " Further

__we preferred a problem which was .concrete, data r1ch and yet quickly" and ‘easily
5',undc1stood by subjects with varying intelligence. Grading dilemmas encompass v

both abstract phllosoph1cal issues and conrete data such as test scores and class .

-taverages. The inductions needed to be different enough to create actual dlfferenccs
in c0011entatlon states, yet subtle enought to be undetected by SUbJeCtS :

- T Wl

oy L

Sy . e

Content Analysis -

sl e o, o

The‘original videotapes were copied onto work tapes and edited,to-produce,-

for each of ,the forty-~five five-minute conversations, ten th1rty second 1nterva]
separated by ten seconds of blank tape.

fou
NP ?

-

The n1neteen cotitent varlables (see Category ‘System above) were  coded on
five- p01nt scaleq dlrectly onto machine- -readable coding forms. The coding for

each conversatfqn was:divided among six coders. *Each coder was responsible for

six or sever’ of‘the,nlneteen varlables for the person on either the left or the
rlght. In addltlon, each conversatlon was 1ndependently coded a second t1me by

a second set of six coders

fod

 Forty-four students from advanced communlcatlon classes served as coders

The coders were scheduled Jin gr0ups of six. There were ten three-hour coding

sessions during a slngle week At each session .nine conversations (n1nety
thirty- second codlng units) were coded. :

Three training sessions (one for each set of six 'or sevenm variables) were
scheduled during the week prior to the codlng ach coder attended one of the.

‘'sessions. In addltlon, one warm-up conversation Was codcd at the beglnnlng oF

each of the ten codlng sessions.

e

Data Preparation and Analysis

The data’ comprised, for each subject in one of four expcrimental conditions,

e
-*
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ratings on u five-point scale by two independerit coders for each of nineteen
variables and ten thirty-second time segments, in addition to pre- and post-
discussion questio¢nnaire responses. The questionnaire responses are not discussed
in this report. T ' '

¢

For further analyses. the data from both cod¢ . and from adjacent time
ségments‘yere combined to form a single set of * - one-minute scores for each

’ subJeca/on each variable. Two separate transformations were carried out,”

' reflectlng different assumptions about the level of measurement attained. One
transformation created a nominal scale by dividing the five responses to each
item into a zero-set and a one-set (and sometimes an 'uncodable" set). The °
variable was considered "present' (one) .in a minute if both coders resporded - ¢
in the one-set for at least one of the two thirt y-second segments. Otherwise,
the variable was "absent" (zero), unless both coders considered it "uncodable"
in both segments. The second: transformatlon produced an.assumed interval scale
by computing the mean of the two coders' responses over -the two segments. Missing
and "uncoedable' responses were excluded from the computatlons.g

Twelve of the n1neteen variables were £urther combined in two set§ to form
indices of emergence and relat1v1ty (see Category System above) Assumed -
interval scdles were created by averaging the varlables and nomJnal scales.
were created by counting the number of variables present and collapsing into
categorles of present (one) and abgent (zero) for.the combined.variables.. -
Emergence was considered present if two or more of the six emcrgonce variables
were present, /and relativitiy was considered present 1f one or more of the six.

_relat1v1ty vafiables was present. The less str1ngent standard for relativity
was chosen because of the less frequent occurence of relat1v1ty variables.

‘The hypotheses were tested pr1mar11y by examining graphs of the variables

_over the five*minute conversation in the four experimental groups. This procedure,
while it does not yield as neat a decision as might be desired, suits the
complexity of the daLa and the state of research on th1s top1c.

oL _ Results

Manipulation Check

i

¢ In an attempt to verify our creation of d1st1nctly dlfferent initial cond1tlons,

two coders analyzed the suLJects responses in the debrleflng sessions. - The coders
looked at the subject's statements in response to-the-question, Mfhat were you
expected to do in the discussion?" in order to infer the experimental induction
(low definition, task or social). For 84% of the subjects the coders agroed

in théir judgment of what induction the subject had been given.  Coders then

=looked at answers to questions about the subject's degree of confidence that he
knew what he was. expectcd to do and the degree to which the subject's expectations
about the expellment ‘were fulfilled.  Coders used this informatidén. to assess thp
~éxXperimental condition the SUbJ“CL was in (agree-task, agree- soclal, dlslorce,

low dcflnltlon) The coders'’ judgments- as to the experimental condltJons were--

in agreement 827% of the time, Although none of the subjects werc able to identirfy
‘the purpose of the study when asked to do so directly, it scems-that their
responses in the debriefing sussions gave the coders indications- of similar

- . -

-
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inductions and conditions.

In three of the four experimental conditions (low definition, agree-tasks,
agree-social) the coders were correct in their judgments about the induction
91% to 97% of the time. The coders were correct as to the experimental condition
947 and 97% of the time. It appears then that the manipulations were successful
in creating distinctly diff 1t expectations and perceptions of what happenned
in the conversation. .

For the disagree : T the coder's correct judgments were 84% and 86%.
This indicates that although . .« different inductions worked, wot all subjects
reported sufficient disruption that the coders could tell that they wera in the

. disagree condition.- It is possible in these cases that although there was
disagreement, the subJects cooriented to the ‘extent that they were not even
aware of any dlsrupllon. : -

In addition to the subject' s report of his/her expectations and, description
of how the conversation went, the coders bded for.signs of dlsrupt;oﬂ‘of defl—
nition in the direct question, '"Did you think the discussion was private or
did you feel you were belngobservcd7” Approximately 30% of the,subjects eApressod

“the feeling that they were watchéd? However, nearly all of those subjects said.

- either that they had forgotten about the poss¢b111ty or that it made no
difference in their convercations.  Other indicators of dlsruptlon wWwére.nearly
absent except in. the dlsagree condltlon Thirteen percent of the subjects in
the disagree condition made negative evaluations of their partners in the
debriefing session. These comments ranged from rather mild violations of
expectations ("He didn't «alk as much as I expected.'") to stronger judgments

- ("His- attitudes shocked me."  "He was apathetic.') Negative evaluations of the
partner wére.almost totally absent in the dthep‘conditions,

eMeasurement Reliabiiitx

M

‘" Reliability .was assessed by correlating and crpss—tabuiating the responses
of the two coders for each varlable at the first, fifth and tenth thirty-second
intervals. N t . >

The Pearson correlatlone ranged from an agerage of .8 (for trunk position
~and reference to props) to a negative average (for rightness). 'Six variables
had average interval scale reliabilities of at least .5: . silence (.6),
. loudness (.5), trunk position (.8), eye contact (. 6), touching head (.7) and
)  reference to props (.8).

Cramer's V¥ (a nominal- level measure of association which ranged from ZGTO
to one) and percentage of agreemen! were computed for the cross~tabulations.
Cramer's V was generally slightly thher than the Pearson correlations. The
average pelcentage of agrecment between coders ranged from 17% (for perlC;ablllL”)
to 87% (for reference to props) Twelve variables attained at least 50%
average agreement between coders: 31lence (58%), loudness (61%), reference to-
" past (50%),, reference to future (59%), 'disagrecement (84%), trunk position: a2z,
major mody movement (61%). cye contact (51%), touching head (61%), personal
e\dmp]o (767), lofOIOnce to props (917%), andlrchrcﬁce-tb cxperiment (747).
When the cross-tabulations were collapsed to reflect the recoding into zero

-

e
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and one for the nominai scales, there was (inevitably, since the definition of
“agreement' was being loosened) an improvement in percentage of agreement between
coders. Eleven variables reached higher than 70% average agreement, and only one
variable (rightness) remained under 50% average agreement.

Some of the reliability figures may be misleading, however, because cartain
behaviors occurred so rarely that their reliabilities are based on very few cases
and/or extremely low vavinice. Variables which are questionable on those -grcunds
include: quesrt’ reement, predictability, rvightness, reference to props -
and referen ‘mental situation. Not. that this is exactly the set
of variables u.od to index relativity. -We need not despair, however. The mere
fact that these variables occurred infrequently condemns neither them nor the
study. One simply must be carcful in judging the rellablllty of these variables.

Rellablllty con31derat10ns led us to emphas1ze a nomlnal level 1nterpretat10n
of our ‘data. Accordingly, unless otherwise noted, the’ rCSUltS are presented in
terms of percentages of ;subjects for whom a variable was "present". . Ty

Results  for Emergence»MeasUresa": s - C >

= We predlcted tﬁat the process of coorlentatlon i a situation where there was
no agreement about, the deflnltlon of the situation woild be c¢hdracterized more by
"relativity talk' than by*"' emergence talk.'" Emergence should dominate during an
orderly transac tion in which .he participants are clv: - and in agreement, about the
kind of commun cative situation which is at hand. :

v

We precdictod in Condition I (hlgh definition==a: - ., emergence would be hifh
throughout t..: dlscu331on. In the task Condition T « ~nce was low in minute onc
compared tc e other conditions (See TFigure 1). How. 1, it rose steadlly Untl]

. ? w.,, Figyre 1 . ‘ . T~
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.. it was significantly above the other conditions by minute four. In the Inter-
personal Ccadition I, emergence also rose substantially in the second minute so
that it was,above the cther two conditions in minutes two, three, and four.

We predicted thdt in Condltlon 11 (high definition-~disagree), emergence
would be initially high because the participants presumably had the same defi-
nition of the situation. As the definition of the interaction was called into
question, it would decline and then rise again as the situation was redefined.
We found that the percentage of people engaging in. emergence talk rose sllghLly
over the five minute period ‘rom 57% to 71%. But the aggregate curve could
conceal a fall and then ise in the presence of emergence if questionning of the
situation came about at different times in the diffcrent dyads. Therefore, we
plotted the mean amount of emergence in each dyad over the fdive minute period and
looked for those dyads in which there was a fall in emergence followed by a rlso
toward the end of the five minutes (See Table 1). 1In five of the fourteen dyads
there was a fall followed by some rise as predicted. 1In another five there was

;, a rise initially followed by a fall with a slight rise again at the end of the
five minutes. 1In other words, these dyads started out as the agrec conditdons
dyads did, but after a minute or.cwo there was a drop in emerfence. In the
remaining four .yacs there was scoe rise, and then a drop in emergence, leaving
open the possi. 1i_- tlat the predicted. risse in emergence might have occurred
after five minu .« .. ) k ‘

_ In conditi-+ 7II (low definition) we predicrad that cmergence would be
initially low. 4 t#. interactants defined for themselve the cenditons and
.. purpose of the encourtcer, emergence would: rise to a mwuyderate level. We found - :

that although eme rgen. - was just higher than in the “other. conditions in minute
one, it remained at s -oderate level (about 60%) while emergence rose in the
other conditions. 1+ rose sllghtly in the last minute to approximately. the
" level of the d: - and.agree 1nLerpersondl condition. e
S S C
) Examinatic. of the individual components of the emcrgcnce measure
(confidﬂnce agr ' t, elaboration, personal examples, references to pa%t and
future) indicat¢ ; wove specifically the differénces in ‘emergence among the three
’ conditions. : oy '
; . _ e . _
.The propor: * ¢ confidence in cach condit: >n was in the predicted direction
(See Figure 2). e ¢: -ected that it would begin 1igh. As with most of the
emergence measu <, it Jid not begin high but ros . steadily from minute one until
it leveled 'off . -in. _e five. It rose particularly in the agree-task condition.
As was _expected, confi._ence was lower in the disagree and low definizion conditions.
During the third minu: - thereé was a drop in confldcnce in the disagrce condition
as predicted. In the w definition condition only-nine percent of subjects
appeared "confident" ring the first minute. This rose, as predicted, to a
{ . . .

DS

-moderate level: of

Ahother indi. - »f emergence was elaboration (Figure 3). These are comments

i
useéd to compound x4 cazend a conversational theme. Embellishments and details
" comnect the speaker'- comment . to, the previous conversation.” Elaboration was .
highest in the fi~ dnute in the agree conditions. - It rose until minute -ive
when allsthe cor 'i:; . were about the same. The dlq“glce condition startel Jow,
but contrary te o .ovose to approximately the level of the bien de: -,
nition coriiti .. Low definition condition had a low to ‘moderate leve . of
.elaborat: ' e - last minute. Ih minute 4 elaboration in.the.low'dofizipiop'

Q | ) - ] o _.v' . : . - )
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condition was significantly below the level of the other conuitions. Contrary to
prediction, the use of personal examples was found almost cwclusively in the.low
definition condition (Figure 4). We judge this to be an avtifact of the experi-
mental manipulation. The low definition dyads had no case study to rely on as a
source for topiés in the conversation. They had only their personal experiences.

A fourth indicator of emergence was agreement (Figure 5). Statements which
indicate that the interactants are in agreement with one another may be contextual
or procedural. That is, :they may make comments. indicating that they agree on the
viewpoint expressed by the other. " They may also agree on the task procedures such
as what they will talk about next. The agreement results are difficult to interpret
because there is no consistent pattern of differences among the groups. Agreement

" was moderately low and rose slightly in all conditions. There is no consistent

difference in the predicted directions -among the groups.

References to the future are the fifth indicator of emergence (Figure 6).
Statements whlch projected toward future behaviors or consequences - of behaviors

-are indicators that the conversant is-attempting to integrate the patterns of

meaning developing in‘'this conversation to the future. Statements about future
talk tasks or interactions also. indicate Lhe respondents attempt to define this
conversation’ as having meaning or making sénse at the moment. In the apree—task
condltlon,'refcrenceg té the future rose steadily from a moderate proportlon at

the beginning, took a slight dip in the fourth minute, and then rose again.. This
measure may be snsceptible to toch dlfferenccs, however, bcécause there was not as
much refcrenc1nb the future in the interpersopnal condition as in the task condition.
the dlsagrec condition (where one subJect presumed a task orientation and tho other
an 1nterpelsonal or1entatlon) there was a moderate proportion of referencce This

" suggests the f{uture references may have come principally from those with the task

orientation in the disagree7condition. . L

'In order to check thls hunch we cxamlned which of the two people in the
dLsagree condition most often used references to the future. During minute one
both people- gave about the;same proportlon (task snbjects 297%; interpersonal
subjects 31%). -In minute- two 36% of task subJects ‘referenced the future while

\only 21% of interpersonal subJects did so. The proportion of task subjects
-referencing the future rose to 50% by minute five. The proportlon of interpersonal

subjects referencing the future remained at 21%. Although the difference. between
these two groups is not stathtlcally 31gn1f1cant (n = 28), “there is a clear
pattern-of increasing dlfference Those who are oriented to a task tend to
reference the future more often than those w1th an interpersonal or1entat10n

‘There was, as predibted,'aVLQE_proportion of-references‘to the~Tuture in the

low definition condition.

. PN ‘ .

We also coded references to the past : - : as 1nd1¢ators of
emergence. However;jthere~yere relatively few- referencee to the past in any
condition. Some references to the past were in the-context of personal e\amples,
which also turned. out to be a wcak ‘indicator (Figure 7). '

o= | .
15 y . . . i
BN " . . . AR

Results of Relativity MeasSures
Following McHugh, we predicted that the process of cooricntation dm a
situation where there was no agreement about the definmition of the situatiow

—
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would be characterized by "relativity talk" or verbal behavior in which people
expressed their concern for the situation and their relationship to onec. another.

‘Therefore we predicted that relativity would be.low in Condition I (high defi-

nition-agree); relativity would be initially low in Condition II (disagree), and
would rise as the. conversation was disrupted by their lack of agreement on a
definition of the situation; relativity would be initially high in Condition III
(low definition) but would drop as they settled on a consensual deflnltlon.

~

Figure 8 shows the overall results for the relativity measures The

100
Figure 8 /\ Fey:
Relativity , : /'/:\ | Agree-task e =—
80ﬂ \\xr( A§§Q’ ‘¥ ' Agree-interpersonal ----
pidsee. ﬁ%‘ .\ / -n—g\—n-\\rf . ' . ’
. N 4 T Disagree i+ ,
/| o \ .o ' ;
;/ \ ] ' Low Definition e °
i 60 \ /
. ' u‘. I/ ' *statistically significant
- ' ) 2 at .05
‘. / )
:\."‘ l
40
: {
’ minute: 12 3% 4 5
‘'subjects in Condition I (agree). had rather unstable relativiz y across the five °

minutes. While the oenLral trends of the two agree conditions were 31m11ar, there

was some difference, particularly in m1nute.three. There was a generally rising, i
proportion in the, agree-task .condition. There was a sharp fall in the agree- _ e
interpersonal condition in minute three followed by a rise and another fall. The -

" only statistically significant- difference was in minute thrce when only 38% of

the aOLee—lnterpersonal dyads had ary re]at1v1ty codcd

AN

In the dlsagree condition there was. a, relatlve" stable percenfége of
relatlrlty coded. 1In minute three when the agree conditions had less rclat1VLty,
‘the disagree.condition had.slightly mcre, Tae aggregate proportion can
conce 1 trends in individual dvads, We predicted that rLlaL1v1ty would Facefease
at tie time of disruption caused b) different definitions. As with_ emergence,

Jher: is the, possibility that because disruption occurs at different times for

different dyads, the agzregate proportion of’rt]ativity obscurés the pattern.

_Ihers_ore, we plotted the means of the relativity scores for each -dyad. (Seu

Tabl: 1T).. Eight of the fourteen “vads had the predicted curvilinear treand of

- relazivity across time. Therc was 2 risé to a single peak {ollowed by scme drop-

[

off. TIn another four cases there «.s no drop-off, luayln; Aapan the possi’
that if the discussion had begn aneclyzed beyond five winut.. , there could
been .a drop-off. 1In onlv two cases was the pattern clearl -t as predic



~16-

in these there was an initially high level with & fall, then a rise.

In the low definition condicion, the curve is as predicted. 1In $5% of the
cases there was relativity coded during the {irst five minutes; the percentage
drops off to 57% by minute five. : ‘

Of these two '"projective' measures of rolati o wults for 'predict-
ability" are rspecially difficult to interpret (See Figure Y). There is no
ciscernabic sern of differences between conditions. The results for right-

ness are more clearcut (Sce Figure 10). 100% of the low definition dyads -
discusses "rightness" during the first minute.  Only 38% and 25% of the agree
dyads did. By minute three, however, the percentage in. all conditions is
approximately the same ‘and remains that way. ) T

4 second approach to mrasuring relativity was to examine ways in which”
subjects were seeking information about and matchlng their dlfferent positions.
We found significant differznces in the use.offquestions among the conditions
(Figure 11). Those in th@ Low definition condition used more questions, thnugh

"at a declining rate (267 in ainute one; 55% in minute five). .There was also a

“declining rate of questions in the dlsagree ‘and agree—lnterpersonal condition.

-, The percentage in the.task “ondltlon stayed about the same (varylﬂg1only from 55%
to- 47%). There was v1rtuhALx no "contrast of opinicn’ coded in any-condition
(Figu=e 12). '

. <. third apprqach\to meas=ring relativity was to code subjects' attention
to tha scene (Figure 13). As expected, those in the low definition conditign
were more concerned with."prcps' initially.. Props were mentionéd by 407 of

»  the 'low definition dyads in t 2 first minute. After minute three, however,
props were¢ nbdt mentioned in ai.y dyuad.  Twenty- four percent of the disagree
_dyads mentioned props in the Iirst minute; only l]A and 6% of the agree dyads
did so. There was little refcrenCu to props after the fLrst minute in any dyad.

L1

“References to the experimental situation:also tend to *be, found only in
the early segments in all conditions (Flgure 14). The exception to’ thls is N
in minutes four and five,when references to the exper1mental 31tuot10n Jjump '
in the disagree condition, as we predicted. In these dyads, the people seem
to have dlscovered that their assumptions for the conversarien were not maklng
sense in terms of. the partner's behavior, leading in'a few cases to’ the quest10n,~
"Wait. What did they tell you we were supposed to do here?" ' -

- - ]

Results "for Ncmverbal Measures of Disruption = - - .

We found o pattérn‘in_the.differences of. silence, - loudness and head
touching among conditions (Sce Figures 15, 16, and l7)u ' ' : 5

[

‘There wer= lalge differences in the trunk pOQ1t10n among condltlonq - We

thought that s-tting back mi it indicata a pu]llng out from" thlie discussion

and hence b2 a meusure o dis.rzion. Those in the LD condition sat back while

the others sat str.ight o 1. med ‘orward (Figure 18). 1lMost of this is accounted
for © - the fac- thot in _he : see hich definition conditions’ subjects had & wrltt(n
"ear o ztudy™ which they wer  discussic o Tnteresti ,gly,th\CVLr about tuwice as
mari~ abjects in ti.e disagr:¢ conditic:: leaned b k as in the agree couditions
witiiThe exception of minut? Cour. Because th: _-aning back is more pronounced

ERIC - a0
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than in either agree condition, this may be some ind - tién of disruptic
From looking at the vidcotapce we expected to .. cuhjee o i the L anree
condition moving their | i+ pooicic wor-, Ve noticcu . nform.iiy reviewing

the tapes, that when one subject would make a statement which the other should
have found unreasonable within his set of assumptions about the situation, he
would shift himsel! around in the seat. The svs stematically coded results did
not reveal any pattern of di“ference, howeve  (Figure 19). 1In the first minute
64% of disagree condition suijects shifted w=ile only 44% of the othefs did.
But in minute five 60% of LD =uliacts shiftc (when presumably they~had some - -
consensual definition) while unly about 30% :-f the'others did.

Another p0831ble indicator of disrupticn was fldgetlng (see Figure 20).
In general, low definition subjects fidgeted more throughout the discussion.
With the exception of minute two when 617 of agree-task subjects were deﬂetlﬂP
‘those in the disagree condition tended to fidget more often than those in the
agyee conrdition, but these dlrfertnCLS were not 31gnl11cant

1here was a 31gn1fAcanr pattern of dlffelence in eye contact (Flgure 21).
Those in the LD 'condition tended to maintain fairly steady eye contact.- Subjects
in the agreelﬁnterperSOnaL_condltlon maintained contact -most of the time (62% of
the -dyads). Just under half the SubJCCtS 1n the dlsagree condition maintained
‘eye contact, though this rose in minute five. Subjects in’the agree~task
cendition rarely looked at one another (from 177 to 27% of the dyads did so).
~This is one area where there is a difference between those subjects who were
secking to "get to know" the partner and those who assumed tiey were to do a
!problcm—eolvnng Lask only. . : . E "

Summary-of Results by HYPothesis‘_ . o _ ~

! / Y ' 7

Flgures 22 through 25 show the tronds in relativity and emergence across
‘time by condition. The, absolute values of relatlv1ty and emergence should not
be compared, for as-explalned previcusly the values *have been derived differently.
“With this quallfled in mind, observe how relativity and emergence vary within each .
condition across time. ' o ) ' o
o . _ : 3
_ Hypothesis I. We pred:cted that in Londltlon I (hlgh deflnltlon aprec)
emergunce would be high and relativity low across.time. Relative to the pru—
" portion of emergence found in other condlLlons emergence was low in the agree N
~condition, especially in the task condition. After WatthT” subjects' responscs -
. to the full page of 1nstruct10nq we gave them in the noree condition, we found
N this pattern quite reasonable. Subjects were not pc mmitte. to take the instructions
o~ into thie discussion with them. We heliove they needed social rciﬁforCLméht {via
\\\\ relativity talk) from the partzer te nake sure they unders:zood what they were to
\\do So there was so- @ relativicy talk early in these d‘SC‘HSlOHs 1acher than
e rgence talk.  But wich-the -onfirmation of instructions from the peran, they .
wer dbl» to. dpvclop an cmetging theme for the conver atien. Thus in both agree
;ondltlnns there was a surge of cmerzence in relation to relativity after the
Iirst mlﬂhge. Therefore, we conclude that our hypot™ =sis was not confirmed.
Howewer, thifailure to confirs was Targely because - naively assumed that in
spree conditiodg there vould Bo an lzmediately hich - opoviion of dvads wich
emergonce.'»Qur ueral reasoning: that emergence would berhigher.in the agree

‘ .
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conditions than in the .ow ¢fiaition or disagree condition hald for every
minute except the first. ‘1nis difference-was statistically significant -in minute
four. There was a convergence in minute five which may reflect the establish-

ment of a consensual definition of the situation. Contrary to prediction, - T

relativity was not low throughout the Condition I interactions. It was rather
unstable in both conditions,; falling, then rising, then falling.

Hypothesis :TI. We predicted that in Condition TI (Disagreement)-emergence
would be initially high and would fall while relativity would be low and would
rise. Within nost individual dyads this was the trend, as explained previously.
The aggregate curves, -however, show emergence rising-slightly while re]at1v1ty
remains stationary across time. ' This paLLein,'although not predicted,
di’fferent from the agrée cenditions-in which emergence rose sharply and re]aLiv1Ly
was quite unstable from minute to minute. One possible indicator of disruption in
the disagree condition was the tendency of subJects t. lean baeck more in this
condition than in the agree condiLlons o, ' ' '

5

¥

Hypothesis ITI. We. predicted that in Condition III (low definition)
emergence ‘would be initially low and would linearly rise tora moderate level;
relativity would be Jnitially high and _would decline to ‘4 moderate level.

The results followed the predicted pattern.” In addition, low definition

subjects engaged in more large and small body movements than other subJecLs
1nd1cat1ng possible difficulty in creatlng a consensual definition

o
2 < Ty

Hypotne31a IV. We predicted that coorientation state would be a better

“predictor .cf communication content than would the overt quJect of the conver-
~sation. In the 1nLerpelsonal agree condition subjects were told their task was

to form an 1mpre881on of their partner. This indication might have led SUbJCLtS
to engage in more relat1v1ty" .type talk ‘than in. the Lask—agree condition. '

Hypotheses IV _suggests that, the talk in the interpersonal agree condition should
resemble talk in- the task-agree condition more than it resembles talk in the

~-disagree condition. We found support for this hypothesis. - Fmergence in both

agree conditions rose sharply- durihg minute one and remained high. This was .

“not the pattern in the ‘disagree condition. Relat1v1ty was unstable in both
“agree conditions. It was almost stationary across time 1n the disagrge condition.

v

There are two exceptions to this in Lhe 1nd1v1dual measures. TSdbjects in

the interpersonal condition used fewer references to the future regardless of

the oritntation of the partner. Also subjects in the interpersonal.condition’
maintained more eye contact with’ the partner than those in the task condition,.
regardless of whether the partner had been given a taqk or an 1nterpﬂrsonal
orientation. . These two measures seemed to have beecn niore seneltive to the

1nduct10n of the individual-person than the coorientation-state of the dyad

Discussion

The ‘theoretical basis of this research is that ‘human action is only 1nd1rucL])
a function of the environment. Humans choose their actions using a definitlon of

.the situation which they hely to construct. The process of tonstrueting a defi-

nition of a situation’'is a- process of 'communication, or more qpcc1f1callw

toorientation A db]iﬂlLJDn of a %JLU“ ion is a psycholosical or intra- -psychic
phunowenon, but it is social in origin and consequence. The resecarch reported
here is one attempt to answer the bxoader question:

it >
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When and. how is the pSVchological process of defining a Situation
reflectéd in interactive talk?

It ‘scems to. us that ‘for researchers interested in th]S 1ine of inquiry there are
three paradigmatic questions:

(1) HQW'lSVthC psychological process called "defining a situation' to be
operationalized and manipulated? '

v

(2)'How is "interactive talk" to be observed and analyzed?

(3) How can these two concepts be operationalized nontaulologically s0
that one can test for a relationship between them?

Regarding the first. question, researchers such as McHugh have directed
asked subjects to verbalize the psychic process of defining their Situation.‘

'We attempted to investigate possible correlates of ‘the process in subjects'

'natural” talk with one another. Our attempts have given us insights into
some.useful-and not-so- useful ways of answeéring the three questions above. "

Ne judge our attempt to operationalize and minipulate the subjects' initial
definition of”the situation to be modérately. successful. . We were naive in.
believing that if we read subjects a detailed description of how to do a problem
solving ‘task, that we would ipso facto be providing high definition for the task.
Some subjects in the agree condition reported that they were fiot quite sure of
the instructions.” This, of course, suggests what we already know which was -
that one person cannot provide the definition for another. He can only provide
clues to be interpreted by another. . ! '

A more serious problem we faced concerns the separation of the content
of the definition from the consensus state. In our experiment, one must ask
whether the problem solv1ng task and the interpersonal task are equally clear’
in. potential definition.’ .Did we provide clues for a clearer definition in

one than the other? . We believe that the uyse of at least two different kinds of

agree conditions is absolutely necessary in this research. Moreover until.
sufficient replications are done to allow researchers to control for the topics
of the agree condition conversations, we shall be unsure whether content or -
consensus state is the more important predictor of observed differences in talk.

The &econd question asks how interactive talk should~be observed and
analyzed. Emergence and relativity have great intuitive appeal. as components
of talk which define the situation. The ‘experience of this research has not
substantially shaken our faith in the concepts; but it has led us to glimpse
subtleties of the concepts to which we were initially blind We believe that
future rﬁsearch could profit from greater subtlety in three areas.

The first area is conceptual. A problem discussed above 'is the interaction:
Detween content ‘of definition and amount of definition, perhaps reflected dn' the
results .or askihg questions and eye contact, among other categories. More
Funcamev_ally, we’'suspect that-coorientation toward a definition of thc Situation
may occu— rather independently at two orv more levels. For example, it scems- Lhat

asking a question must always be, in some-.sense, an 1nstance of rclativitv
th in: certain kinds of situatibns, such as interviews, examinations and dinitial
interactions between strangers, asking questions may be very much a part of the

23 a )
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part of the emergent definition of the situation. : How, then, does one enter
"asking questions' on the balance sheet of emergence and relativity? We may
need to keep separate books for at least two levels of situational dtfinition,

a "direct" level and a '"meta' level. Perhaps these correspud to the familiar
"content'" and "relationship" levels of communication.* Thus . question in an
interview might be relativity at the direct level but ecmery:iuce at the metalevel.

A second area in which increased subtlety is called for is that of coding
procedures.’ The intercoder reliability results show that the coding procedures
used in this study were too crude. Fink and Edison have demonstrated that
intensively trained coders can produce reliable ratio-scale judgments of inter-
action variables. But the Fink and Edison approach can be very cexpensive
(especially for large data sects) and is rather restrictive as to the form of
measurement. Ratio-type judgments may not be appropriate for all variables
and PUIPOSGS. More intensive training of our coders, however, would increcase
precision, both by Jncrea81ng coder undequandlng of the variables and by

"permitting the use of a time segment shorter than thifty seconds as the coding
unit. The production of written transcripts of the conversations is am
expensive step, but, we now feel, a necessary onc. The transcripts could be
used to enhance the accuracy of coding by time segment. They also would pcrmit
use of the utterance, rather than a time segment, as the coding unit fol content
analysis. That, in turn, would make. p0851b1e genuine 1nLeract10n analYS1q or
‘stochastlc mode11n0 of the-data. : : :

Wé come, then, to data analysis, the third and final area in which future
research might profit from greater subtlety. Students of communication have '
1ncrea91ng]y adbpted analytic techniques that rccognize the character of communi-
cation as process. Two models, alternative mecans of sychmatlcally describing
process, have attracted much attention. One-is the stochastic model, which
requires dlscrete data; the other is the dynamic’ systems model, which requires
metric data. Although both models can claim in principle to cover the whole
field, it is clear _that, in most of their practlcal appllcatlons stochastic
models: have been best adapted to the description of 'what we may call "micro-
processes”—-the probabilities with which individual acts of various kinds will
occur in the context of-other kinds of acts. The dynamic systems model, on the
other hand, seems best adapteéd to describing 'macro-processes'--the overall
trends of «variables throughout an interaction or larger unit. The/'present study,
while it neither meets the strongest gssumptions nor employs all the mathematical =
paraphernalia of the dynamic systems approach, neverthcless is in .that tradition..
It seems probable that some aspects of the pr0ccqs of coorientation toward a-
definition of the situation are "micro-processes' that would.be more easily A
captured, by a context- dependent than by a lee—dependenL model. An obvious
instance of this is our attempt to demonstrate disruption .of definition in the.
disagrece condition. Our findings suggest that the disruption occurred as
predlcned in most of the dyads, but occurred at dlffercnt times in different
dyads,” thus tendipg to flatten the aggregate curve. Further res earch should
explore both stochastic¢ and dynamic systems approaches iu.an effort to determine
which aspects of the process are most. easily cpatured by each sort’ of model.

=+ " The’ flna] paradigmatic QUOSL10H p01nts to the nced for the pqycho]og1cwl
process, of defining the situation be sepa;atod operationally from the interavtive
process (canversation betwoen snh|L»L%) he idea here is, to be® able to saw that
the psychological process is related to (and erhnpb caused by or causing) thue
talk. McHugh investigated the psychological process outside a genuine 1nLerd(tLve

3
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. situation. We observed talk but have assumed that the subjects were negotiating
a definition of the situation. A complete study should do both. Stimulated
recall might be a method for investigating both. Subjects are shown their
conversation. and asked to describe how they are interpreting the other person
and why they are saying what they are ‘saying. In this way the researcher could
describe the psychic process and the interactive process separately so that
the relationship of the two might then be investigated.
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Time = uri-. .. I I1 ITT IV iy
sactt 1 2475 2.69 2.75 2.81 .92

2 2.46 2.65 2.47 2.49 2.67

3 2.23 2,12 2.42 2,46 2.34

4 2.48 2.0 2.79 2.81 2.79
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10 2.75 2.79 2.85 2.63 2.73
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~able 11

Mean Relativity in Disagree Dynds

Ti- - Pe:._océ: I - IT I1I Iv Y
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